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Application/Control Number: 10/789,931 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2817 

Claims 1-4, 6; 7-9, 1 1, 12; 13-15; 17; 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 1 12, first 
paragraph, as the specification does not contain a written description of the claimed invention, in 
that the disclosure does not reasonably convey to one skilled in the art that the inventor(s) has 
possession of the claimed invention at the time the application was filed. 

With respect to independent claims 1, 7, 13, 18, it should be noted that the amended 
limitation that the "thickness" of the dielectric coating "over the at least one microstrip line" is 
"greater" than the "thickness" of the dielectric coating "in at least one other area of the substrate" 
appears to be deviation from the original claim recitation that the "thickness" of the dielectric 
coating "over the at least one microstrip" is greater than "an average thickness of the coating 
material", and as such appears to be "new matter". 

With respect to claim 2, it should be noted that the amended limitation appears to be 
significantly different from the original claim limitation, and thus has been treated as "new 
matter". In particular, regarding the "dielectric constant of the printed circuit board" being 
"below the dielectric constant 1.0 of free space"., such limitation do not appear to have been 
supported by the original disclosure. 

However, if applicant does not believe the above issues are "new matter", then an 
appropriate explanation is required including pointing out where support for the limitation(s) in 
question can be explicitly found in the original specification. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 
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In claim 2, note that the recitation that the "dielectric constant of the printed circuit 
board" being "below the dielectric constant 1 .0 of free space" does not make sense since those 
skilled in the art recognize that the "dielectric constant 1 .0 of free space" as being the lowest 
dielectric constant possible and thus it is unclear how it can be physically possible to have 
materials whose dielectric constant can be below or less than 1.0 for free space. Clarification is 
needed. 

The following claim has been found objectionable for reasons set forth below; 

In claim 1, line 6, note that —of the two- should precede "microstrip lines" for 
consistency in claim terminology. 

Applicant's arguments filed 8 March 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding the rejection based on in adequate written description (i.e. "new matter") with 
respect to claims 1, 7, 13, 18, applicant has argued that the limitation of the thickness of the 
dielectric coating over the "at least one microstrip line" being "greater than a thickness of the 
coating material in at least one other area of the substrate would have been construed as being 
equivalent to the original claim language of the "thickness of the dielectric coating over the 
microstrip line" being "greater than the average thickness of the dielectric material". Applicant 
concludes that since the thickness over the microstrip line is greater than the average, then it 
must inherently be greater over the other area of the substrate. Moreover, applicant points to 
Figure 6, where portion (605) tapers down in a region not over the microstrip lines, as supporting 
the claimed recitation. 
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In response, the examiner has considered the language of the original claim as compared 
to the language of the presently amended claim, but still is unable to reconcile whether the 
amended claim language would have been equivalent to the original claim language. In 
particular, the specific language which remains troubling to the examiner is the "greater than the 
average thickness of the dielectric material", which presumably had a specific meaning at the 
time it was presented. Such a limitation regarding the "average thickness" is no longer in the 
amended claims and applicant's comments still do not appear to reconcile why there is no 
distinction between the original and amended terminologies. In particular, the examiner is still 
unable to reconcile how for the "dielectric material", a reference to an "average thickness" can 
have the same meaning as a reference to the "other area of the substrate". Accordingly, for the 
reasons stated, these claims continue to be appropriately rejected as lacking an adequate written 
description. 

Regarding the rejection of claim 2, applicant contends that the amended language merely 
restates the intent of the original claim language and thus should not be considered "new matter". 

However, as pointed out in the above rejections, such language appears to be a significant 
deviation from the original claim language as well as not making sense (i.e. especially if the 
dielectric constant of free space (i.e. 1.0) is nominally recognized as the lowest dielectric 
constant possible, how can some dielectric material possibly have a lower dielectric constant?). 
Applicant's response fails to adequately address these issues and thus these rejections have been 
sustained. 
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Regarding the prior art rejections, in view of the interpretation of the amended claims, the 
prior art rejections have been withdrawn. However, upon the resolution of the written disclosure 
issues, the examiner reserves the right to re-apply these rejections, if appropriate. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Benny Lee at 
telephone number 571 272 1764. 

PRIMARY EXAMINER 
ART UNIT 2817 




